Abstract: This paper examines the construction of figurative language within the approach to metaphoric complexes provided by the Lexical Constructional Model (LCM). This approach specifies the ways in which metaphors or metaphors and metonymies operate together at different levels of meaning construction, forming metaphtonymies, metaphoric amalgams and metaphoric chains. The study introduces a pattern of metaphoric complexes that involves two different kinds of comparisons operating together: Comparison by resemblance and comparison by contrast. The observations obtained from the study are: i) metaphoric complexes can be more complex than indicated by the LCM approach to the phenomena and ii) the cognitive operations (or conceptual mappings) involved in the construction of complex figures do not simply underlie a plausible interpretation of such figures; they can also bear illocutionary force and thus affect thought and culture. The points are demonstrated by examining the above-mentioned pattern in some religious figures, analysing the effect the construction of such figures has had on readers' beliefs and behaviour (i.e. thought and culture).
Introduction
The development of cognitively-oriented work on figurative language may be described as representing a shift of focus, first from the proposal of two-domain (source-target) mappings (the Lakoff-Johnson Conceptual Metaphor Theory) to conceptual blending (Fauconnier-Turner Conceptual Blending Theory) , and then to conceptual structure interaction/integration such as the approach to metaphoric complexes provided by the Lexical Constructional Model -a comprehensive constructionist model developed by Ruiz de Mendoza and others incorporating into the study of grammar meaning dimensions that have been traditionally dealt with in cognitive semantics, pragmatics and discourse analysis (see Butler 2009 for a comprehensive review). The first two models provide standard approaches to figurative language. However, the third approach (see, for example, Ruiz de Mendoza, Galera Masegosa 2011 , 2012 , 2014 does not seem to have received due attention in this field of study.
This paper demonstrates the usefulness of adopting the approach to metaphoric complexes provided by the Lexical Constructional Model (LCM) in studying the construction of figurative language. The figures used for this purpose involve two different types of comparisons operating together: A comparison by resemblance that is complemented by a comparison by contrast. Comparison by resemblance underlies metaphoric mappings that focus on the similarities across concepts. Such mappings can be so complex that they form metaphtonymies, metaphoric amalgams and metaphoric chains. Amalgams and chains are understood in the LCM as the combination of two or more metaphors, whereas metaphtonymy covers the combination of metaphor and metonymy. As for comparison by contrast, the operation focuses on the discrepancies across concepts, but it never takes part in metaphoric operations (Ruiz de Mendoza, Galera Masegosa 2014, p. 93) . However, as Ruiz de Mendoza and Galera Masegosa (2014) have demonstrated, the cognitive operations of resemblance and contrast do cooperate, particularly in the construction of ironic expressions (the form A IS B, where A is the opposite of some aspects of B), as is the case in She is an angel. This point is elaborated on below, showing that when contrast cooperates with resemblance by complementing it at the discourse level, the result is the illocutionary force that prompts readers to behave in a certain way. Discourse level contrasts include cases of paradox, full contrast (expressed through conjunctions or discourse connectors) and partial contrast (captured by the prepositional complexes but for/except for) (see Ruiz de Mendoza, Galera Masegosa 2014) . When such cases complement resemblance operations, the contrast plays an important role in the process of constructing the implicational (inferential) value of the comparison by resemblance, a role that adds to the whole figure an illocutionary value (the value of a speech act scenario) that can shape the recipients' thought and culture. The following Qur'anic verse makes the point: Then is one who walks fallen on his face better guided or one who walks erect on a straight path? (Qur'an, 67:22) . This verse has the form of a rhetorical question in which two different ways of life are contrasted at the discourse level: the guided life of believers and the unguided life of disbelievers. The contrast is a paradox because it reconciles two opposites, or exploits two perspectives of the same concept. In both perspectives, LIFE is structured in terms of JOURNEY (along a path) via the metaphor LIFE IS A JOURNEY. In this metaphoric view (comparison by resemblance), the way one walks along the path of life (i.e. their walking posture) metonymically stands for one's deeds (an example of MANNER FOR ACTION metonymy): good walking posture stands for good deeds (guided life) and bad walking posture stands for bad deeds (unguided life). The structuring of the paradox in terms of a rhetorical question that invites the reader to reason about the difference between the two ways of life gives rise to the implication that one's way of life is one's own choice. This in turn gives the invitation in question an illocutionary value in the sense that it can be understood as an invitation to follow the good way of a believer's life, or the straight path as described in the figure. THE GOOD WAY IS A STRAIGHT PATH metaphor underlying the expression straight path with which the verse ends also activates THE WINDING PATH IS A BAD WAY metaphor through cued inferencing based on the metonymic mapping involved in the preceding paradox (i.e. the MANNER FOR ACTION metonymy). Readers' response to the invitation can be seen in their behaviour as individuals and as members of a religious culture.
The figures analysed in this study are of this level of complexity. That is, they are metaphoric complexes in which more than one metaphor or metaphors and metonymies operate together in the construction of a metaphoric mapping. The mapping is then complemented by a comparison by contrast. The analysis shows that i) metaphoric complexes can be more complex than indicated by the LCM approach to the phenomena and ii) the cognitive operations involved in the construction of complex figures do not simply underlie a plausible interpretation of such figures; they can also bear illocutionary force and thus affect affect belief and behaviour (or thought and culture). The LCM approach to metaphoric complexes proved to be a valuable tool for exploring the above points as it specifies the ways in which metaphors or metaphors and metonymies operate together, taking into account the inferences that arise at different linguistic levels.
The figures examined in the study were selected from the Qur'an, the Holy Scripture of Muslims that shapes their thought and culture. The only criterion used for the selection was that the figures contain a comparison by resemblance that is complemented by a comparison by contrast (see Reda 2012, in press for a different pattern of complex Qur'anic figures involving counterfactuals the construction of which can shape readers' religious belief and behaviour). Similar figures can be found in the other Scriptures.
The study is structured as follows. First, some notions that are essential to the understanding of the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes and the whole study are sketched. Then, the approach is introduced to be the framework in which the analysis of Qur'anic figures is placed in the final part of the study. The study ends with a summary of the research findings and suggestions for further research.
Theoretical Prerequisites
The LCM approach to metaphoric complexes explores the ways in which metaphors or metaphors and metonymies interact/integrate giving rise to complex meaning representation. The notions of metonymy and metaphor as used within the approach are the product of bringing together insights drawn from Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT), Conceptual Blending Theory (CBT), as well as Langacker's Cognitive Grammar. This means that the focus in this approach is on metonymy and metaphor as operations underlying grammatical phenomena rather than just word meaning, as shown below.
In CMT, metonymies and metaphors are stable knowledge structures that motivate word meaning (see, for example, Lakoff, Johnson 1980; Lakoff 1989 Lakoff , 1993 . Metonymy is a domain-internal mapping based on a STAND-FOR relationship between parts and wholes of an area of experience. Examples of this include PART-FOR-WHOLE and WHOLE-FOR-PART metonymies, such as FACE-FOR-PERSON and BOTTLE-FOR-DRINK respectively. This is the notion of metonymy as also used within the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes. However, Langacker's notion of profile-base relationship is adopted for discussing this cognitive operation since the approach is usage-based. Langacker (1986) argues that the meaning of a grammatical construction in actual use is a construal based on a profile-base relationship; that is to say, a matter of evoking a scene (domain, or "base") and highlighting part of that scene (profile). The LCM approach to metaphoric complexes deals with metonymy as a case of domain-highlighting through expansion and reduction processes. The former process underlies PART-FOR-WHOLE (or SOURCE-IN-TARGET) metonymies as it involves profiling a subdomain and mapping it onto the expanded notion of the whole domain. The latter process, however, underlies WHOLE-FOR-PART (TARGET-IN-SOURCE) metonymies in that if involves profiling a whole domain and mapping it onto a subdomain.
The LCM approach to metaphoric complexes is also rooted in Panther and Thornburg's (2000) model of metonymy as a phenomenon underlying grammatical structure. In this work, the scholars argued that the EFFECT FOR CAUSE metonymy underlies a construction like What's that noise?, considering that it metonymically stands for What's the cause of that noise? However, as demonstrated below, the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes adds to the elaboration of this work by considering the cooperation between metonymy and metaphor that underlies construals, taking into account the semantic properties of the lexical items integrated into grammatical constructions.
To move on to metaphor, CMT deals with metaphoric conceptualisations like BODY AS A CONTAINER, ANGER AS HEAT and TIME AS MONEY as stable knowledge structures that motivate meaning. Although the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes makes use of the above perspective on metaphor, it adds to it insights from CBT, which differs from CMT in that it focuses on the manipulation of metaphor in discourse. CBT deals with metaphorical mappings as involving an emergent structure (a third element of meaning that arises from the selective fusion of elements from source and target domains into a unique blend (see Fauconnier, Turner 2002) . For example, describing a surgeon as a butcher implies a negative assessment that arises from integrating the goal of the surgeon (healing) and the means of butchery. This negative assessment is an emergent structure (i.e. not contained in either of the concepts associated with the SURGEON IS A BUTCHER metaphor), considering that both the surgeon and butcher are known to be skilled professionals (see Fauconnier, Turner 2002) . The LCM approach to metaphoric complexes draws on this (being concerned with language in use), arguing that metaphor is a domain-internal mapping of selected structure across conceptual domains that gives rise to an additional meaning. However, the approach differs from CBT in that it does not view meaning that results from conceptual interaction/integration as emergent, but as the result of inferences that operate within and across the following levels of linguistic description: the argument-structure, implicational, illocutionary and discourse levels. Within this framework, metonymy and metaphor operate together at the first three levels, playing a licensing role. Take as an example their assumed role at the argument-structure level. The inchoative use of verbs like open and close (e.g. The door opened/closed) is possible by virtue of the conceptual metaphor AN ACTION IS AN AGENTLESS PROCESS. In addition, the construction of this grammatical meaning requires the metonymic mapping PROCESS FOR ACTION, which licenses the process to stand for the underlying action (Ruiz de Mendoza, Pérez 2001).
The LCM Approach to Metaphoric Complexes
While the notions of metaphor and metonymy as used within the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes are drawn from different cognitive linguistics theories, the basic idea of the approach may be said to have its roots in Goossens's (1990 Goossens's ( , 1992 theory of "metaphtonymy". Goossens was the first cognitive linguist to systematise a number of interaction patterns between metaphor and metonymy in figurative language. The LCM approach to this phenomenon, which is much more exhaustive (see Ruiz de Mendoza, Díez 2002), has explored more complex figurative phenomena such as metaphoric complexes in which more than one metaphor (amalgams and chains) or metaphors and metonymies (metaphtonymies) integrate for a plausible interpretation of an utterance (Ruiz de Mendoza, Mairal 2011; Ruiz de Mendoza, Galera Masegosa 2012 , 2014 . The use and elaboration of Goossens's work may be seen as a reaction to the view of Construction Grammar on clausal constructions as having (schematic) meaning that is independent of the lexical items that instantiate them. For example, in the sentence The audience laughed the actor off the stage, the verb 'laugh' is simply seen as coerced into the caused-motion construction (see Goldberg, 1995 Goldberg, , 2006 . However, Eddington and Ruiz de Mendoza (2010) and Ruiz de Mendoza and Mairal (2011) noted that a licensing metaphor underlies this case of coercion; namely, AN EXPERIENTIAL ACTION IS AN EFFECTUAL ACTION. According to this metaphor, 'laugh' can be built into the caused-motion construction because it is possible to see psychological or emotional impact in terms of physical impact. In more complex cases (examined below), more than one metaphor and/or metaphors and metonymies operate together according to regular patterns of interaction/integration within and across different linguistic levels in the process of interpreting constructions. Integration across levels is termed subsumption, whereas integration within one level is termed amalgamation (Ruiz de Mendoza, Galera Masegosa 2011 , 2012 , 2014 Ruiz de Mendoza 2013) .
The case of The audience laughed the actor off the stage is an instance of the way in which metaphor licenses the subsumption of a lexical item (lower-level configuration) into a clausal construction (higherlevel configuration). These are different configurations of one level: the argument-structure level (level1), which features content lexical items and argument-structure constructions like the ditranstive, dative, and resultative. This level can be subsumed into the implicational and illocutionary levels (i.e. pragmatic levels 2 and 3) through cued inferencing based on metonymic access. Consider the following example sentence: Can you show me what else floats? (BNC_KBW_15861). In this speech act, the Can X construction amalgamates with the imperative construction (i.e. show me what else floats). The integration gives rise to the illocutionary scenario of requests (X is requested to do Y). The illocutionary inference is accessed via the metonymy POTENTIALITY-FOR-ACTUALITY underlying the construction Can X do Y?. This illocutionary inference is also subsumed into the implicational inference H wants to know whether X can do Y through the same metonymy, considering that potentiality in this construction is an attribute of the request scenario that metonymically stands for the scenario as a whole (see Searle 1975) .
The above-mentioned metaphoric and metonymic activities are not considered at the discourse level (level 4) within the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes. Only inferences deriving from contrasts and discourse constructions are taken into account. An example of the latter case is the cause-consequence relation underlying the interpretation of a sentence like There was a traffic jam on a main road; many people were late for work.
As far as metaphoric complexes are concerned, Ruiz de Mendoza and Galera Masegosa (2012, 2014) have brought into focus the following three main patterns of interaction between metaphors or metaphors and metonymies in the process of meaning construction: metaphoric amalgams, metaphoric chains and metaphtonymy. Metaphoric amalgams involve the integration of two or more metaphors at the argument structure level and they come in two types. The first type (single-source metaphoric amalgams) involves building one metaphor into the source-target structure of another metaphor. A case in point is the expression She got the idea across to me. The interpretation of this expression is the result of the integration of two metaphors: IDEAS ARE (MOVING) OBJECTS and UNDERSTANDING AN IDEA IS PERCEPTUALLY EXPLORING AN OBJECT. It is the second metaphor that gives access to a satisfactory interpretation of the expression. The second kind of metaphoric amalgams (double-source metaphoric amalgams), however, consists of two source domains that are mapped onto a single target domain. For example, in He slapped some sense into me (He caused me to acquire some sense by slapping me), two metaphors operate in combination in the interpretation of the sentence: AN EFFECTUAL ACTION IS CAUSED-MOTION and ACQUIRING A PROPERTY IS RECEIVING A MOVING OBJECT. The combination of these two metaphors calls for a scenario in which the effectee (me) is conceptualised as both the object of the action (slapping) and the receiver of a new property (some sense, which is seen as the moving object).
Metaphoric chains, however, differ from metaphoric amalgams in that they are made up of two consecutive metaphorical mappings where the target domain of the first mapping constitutes the source domain of the subsequent one. In such an instance, as shown in Ruiz de Mendoza and Galera Masegosa (2012), a single conceptual domain is both a metaphoric target and a metaphoric source. For example, in Helen and Edward broke away as soon as was decently possible (BNC_G0Y_655), the first source domain is mapped onto a target domain in which two or more entities (two people, a person and an institution, etc.) physically separate from each other. Then, a second mapping converts this target domain into the source domain of a metaphor whose target domain is social or institutional separation such as divorce which involves physical separation. In short, the mapping from physical to institutional separation takes place through an intermediate mapping, thus giving rise to a metaphoric chain.
The third type of metaphoric complexes is metaphtonymy. Ruiz de Mendoza and Galera Masegosa (2014, pp. 108-117) have dealt with metaphtonymy as a phenomenon in which a metonymic activity reduces or expands a metaphoric source or target domain. For example, in the expression To have a nose for something there is a mapping of a person's ability to smell onto a person's intuition. This metaphoric mapping involves the INSTRUMENT FOR FUNCTION target-in-source metonymy that reduces the metaphoric source by making it stand for the instrumental role of smelling. By contrast, the interpretation of the expression His lips are zipped involves a metonymic expansion of the metaphoric target. In this instance, there is a mapping of an article of clothing fastened with a zip onto a person with closed lips. At the same time, the person with his lips kept closely together stands for a person who will not disclose information (a source-in target-metonymy).
Ruiz de Mendoza and Galera Masegosa (2012) show that metaphtonymy can cooperate with metaphoric amalgams and chains in the process of meaning construction, as is the case of the following metaphoric amalgam: Still pinned to the floor I was about to burst into tears of frustration when I was suddenly released (BNC_ASN_325). In this case, two metaphors operate in combination: EMOTIONAL DAMAGE IS PHYSICAL DAMAGE and EMOTIONAL DAMAGE IS MOTION. That is, the process of experiencing emotional damage is conceptualised both as suffering physical damage and as motion along a path. In addition, the source and destination of motion correspond to the initial and final emotional states respectively (from the moment when the person has not experienced emotional damage to the moment in which the person has). The EFFECT FOR CAUSE metonymy (domain expansion) needs to operate within the target domain in order to afford access to a plausible interpretation: the tears, which are the effect of distress, stand for this emotional state.
Metaphoric Complexes in Qur'anic Figures
This section places the analysis of the construction of two Qur'anic figures within the LCM approach to metaphoric complexes. The figures selected for the study are verse (32) of chapter (9), The Repentance, and verse (104) of chapter (6), The Cattle. The analysis presented below adds to the elaboration of the LCM by showing that, in the process of constructing complex figures, such as Qur'anic ones, all kinds of metaphoric complexes can interact/integrate (i.e. not only metaphtonymy and metaphoric amalgams or metaphtonymy and metaphoric chains), forming more complex patterns than the ones introduced above. The analysis also shows that a scenario constructed by means of metaphoric complexes can be complemented by a comparison by contrast at the discourse level. The contrast plays a major part in the construction of the meaning implied in the scenario, in the sense that it can result in the whole figure acquiring an illocutionary value, which in turn can create the change in readers' beliefs or behaviour that is desired from the figure.
Verse (9: 32)
This verse describes disbelievers' attack on God's religion and their attempts to push people away from it through lies. Consider the verse below.
They want to extinguish the light of Allah with their mouths, but Allah refuses except to perfect His light, although the disbelievers dislike it.
The first clause is a scenario structured in terms of the transitive construction X want Y. The Y is an embedded clause subsumed into the internal structure of the construction. A prepositional phrase functioning as the instrument is also subsumed into the embedded clause. This elaboration of the transitive construction results in the following construction: X want Y (to do Z with H). This elaboration is made possible through the verb 'want' as it can take a to-infinitive clause as the object, a factor that has an important impact on the meaning of the verse. The to-infintive is a non-finite verb construction, and is therefore a stative verb (see Lanckager 1986) . Using this construction in describing the actions taken by disbelievers to extinguish the light of Allah turns these actions (or causal events) into mere desires (or non-eventive states) (For a taxonymy of such constructuional repesentations, see Ruiz de Mendoza Ibañez, Galera Masegosa 2014, p. 74). It can be argued that such a construal is sanctioned by the PRECEDENCE FOR CAUSE metonymy as it profiles a state that precedes any actual attempt made by disbelievers to cause harm to God's religion.
Any such attempts are shown as doomed to fail through the second construction but Allah refuses except to perfect His light. This construction is introduced by the conjunction but which is used to express a full constrast between the information given by the two sentences. The contrasting information given by this second part of the verse is built into the X refuse Y construction, a matter of changing the verb of the previous construction into one that can give rise to the inference that disbelievers will never succeed in causing harm to God's religion. This choice of the verb is also important for building this inference as it can be followed by the to-infinitive construction. To perfect his light gives rise to the implication that the ability of God to thwart a disbeliever's attempt to extinguish His light is a stative fact. The word 'except' that precedes this construction acts as an intensifier that strengthens this implication. Further strengthening is achieved structurally through the dependent clause although disbelievers dislike it expressing concession. What is profiled by this part of the verse is the consequence of any attempt to cause harm to God's religion; that is to say, the definite failure of such an attempt to affect God's religion. This contrasts with what disbelievers want to achieve.
In turn, the figurative scenario depicted by the verse is licensed by the KNOWLEDGE IS LIGHT metaphor, a conventional knowledge structure underlying expressions like He is bright ('intelligent') as opposed to He is dull ('intellectually weak') in English. In terms of our experience, light allows us to see and consequently to gain knowledge through perception. A "bright" person sees and helps others to see (not so a "dull" person). The cause-effect meaning in the first part of the verse is based on this understanding (causing the light of Allah to go out can leave people dull). In addition, a metaphoric chain underlies the construction of the verse. As illustrated above, a metaphoric chain basically consists of two metaphors in which a second mapping converts the target domain of the first metaphor into the source domain of the second. The structure of the metaphoric chain involved in the construction of this verse, however, is far more complex than this, as is shown below.
First, the concept of LIGHT (as a way of thinking of knowledge and understanding) is mapped onto the concept of GOD (GOD IS LIGHT). LIGHT is a metaphoric source that involves a metonymic activity in that it stands for three correspondences: God's guidance to mankind, the Prophet's guidance and the Holy Scripture. This is a case of metaphtonymy involving domain reduction (target-in-source metonymy) in the sense that LIGHT in terms of which the concept of GOD (whole) is structured profiles the reduced concept of guidance to His religion (part), which is Islam in this case.
Then, God (as light = guidance to His religion) is mapped onto a scenario in which disbelievers attempt to extinguish this light with their mouths, or in a manner similar to blowing out a candle. The word mouth in the verse is used metonymically through an instance of INSTRUMENT FOR FUNCTION target-in-source metonymy (i.e. MOUTH FOR SPEAKING). The metonymic mapping, in turn, conveys an extra meaning effect, or a pragmatic implication, that arises from metaphorically extending the metonymic target SPEAKING to the concept of LYING, a case of metaphtonymy involving a metaphor within a metonymy. At the same time, the metonymy MOUTH FOR SPEAKING works in combination with the metaphor SPEECH IS AN EFFECTUAL ACTION, forming a metaphoric amalgam. The metaphor pragmatically connects the attempt to extinguish God's light (cause) to the effect desired from it (keeping people dull). Clearly, the mapping in the target scenario is so complex that it involves a metaphtonymy as well as a metaphoric amalgam in which a metaphor and a metonymy integrate into one semantic unit, with a cause-effect meaning. The metaphor KNOWLEDGE IS LIGHT underlies the construction of this meaning as well as its pragmatic implication, namely, God's religion is enlightening.
The subsumption of the target scenario into its implication gives rise to a subsequent mapping in which the disbeliever's attempt to extinguish God's light is conceptualised as an attempt to push people away from His enlightening religion, or to keep them dull. This means that the target scenario of the previous mapping becomes the source for a subsequent scenario. Figure (1) represents the complex cognitive operations involved in the construction of the verse in question (upward arrows represent expansion and downward arrows represent reduction).
SOURCE TARGET/SOURCE TARGET GOD AS LIGHT KNOWLRDGE IS LIGHT Metaphor
God's religion is enlightening However, the last parts of the verse, which are cases of full contrast and concession, defy disbelievers' attempts to extinguish God's light. This assures believers that God perfects his light, or saves people from darkness (i.e. ignorance) through His enlightening religion, even though disbelievers dislike it. Put differently, complementing the complex metaphoric mappings that occurred in the first part of the verse with contrast and concession at the discourse level gives the figure an illocutionary value promising people that no attempt to prevent God's light from being seen will be successful. This creates in believers the belief that God is omnipotent. Such a belief is reflected in Muslims' behaviour and culture, particularly the tolerance and patience they tend to show when adversities come. For example, Muslims going through hardships typically recite the following Qur'anic verse:
Say, "Never will we be struck except by what Allah has decreed for us; He is our protector." And upon Allah let the believers rely. (Qur'an 9:51)
Verse (6:104)
The purpose of the verse is to tell humans that they have the freedom of choice with respect to following God's enlightening religion. This message is not stated in a simple way but through a rather complex scenario whereby God's religion is described as enlightenment sent from God to humans but some cannot perceive/receive them, thus doing harm to themselves. Consider the verse below.
There has come to you enlightenment from your Lord. So whoever will see does so for [the benefit of] his soul, and whoever is blind [does harm] against it. And [say], "I am not a guardian over you." (Qur'an 6:104) The verse begins with a statement assuring humans that the enlightening message of Islam is heavenly. Then, a comparison follows in which the two different ways of receiving this message by humans are contrasted. These different ways are built into two coordinate clauses conjoined by and. However, the clauses do not have exactly the same structure. In the first clause, the intransitive construction amalgamates with the non-causal eventive construction X will Y. The second clause, on the other hand, has the simple non-controlled, non-eventive X is Y construction. These structural differences have a crucial impact on constructing the message implied in the verse; namely, the point that humans have the freedom of choice with respect to following God's enlightening religion. The first construction implicates the possibility of seeing (as believing) the message of Islam on the part of the recipient, whereas the second, in which disbelievers are depicted as being in a state of blindness, suggests that they are unwilling to see/incapable of seeing the enlightenment. The fact that blindness is an uncontrolled state, and that blind people need guidance, makes the introduction of the negative statement that follows, I am not a guardian over you, very appropriate for communicating the message implied in the verse, considering that this statement gives rise to the implication that guidance comes from within.
To move on to the figurative scenario, the whole scenario depicted by the verse is the product of the metaphoric amalgam KNOWLEDGE IS LIGHT and KNOWING IS SEEING. The two metaphors combine into one semantic unit that reads as follows: KNOWLEDGE IS A PERCEIVED LIGHT. This mapping is cued for by the word 'enlightenment', which is made to metonymically stand for the effect of the message of Islam on receivers (a case of EFFECT FOR CAUSE, or domain expansion ). Hence, the mappings involved in the construction of the word 'enlightenment' may be described as a case of metaphtonymy in which the metaphoric mappings form an amalgam. In addition, the construction into which 'enlightenment' is built, (i.e. There has come to you enlightenment from your Lord) is sanctioned by another metaphoric amalgam; namely, COMMUNICATION IS TRANSFER and IDEAS ARE MOVING OBJECTS. This amalgam operates with the above-mentioned metaphtonymy in the interpretation of the construction in question as a second source (a case of double-source metaphoric amalgam). In such a case, the addressees are both the receivers and perceivers of the enlightening message sent from God. This complex construction also needs to be complemented by the EFFECT FOR CAUSE metonymic mapping in order for the remaining part of the verse to be fully understood. First, the idea of perceiving/receiving the enlightenment sent from God needs to be conceptualised as standing for believing in God (the intended effect of sending the enlightenment). Then, those described as blind can be conceptualised as those who lack the ability to see as believe. Table 1 below provides an outline of the mappings involved in the construction of the verse in question. This verse starts with God swearing by the declining time that humans are in a state of loss. This involves structuring the related processes of time and life in terms of a state of deterioration, thus profiling this aspect of the processes. Such a construal is licensed by the PART-FOR-WHOLE metonymy. The construal that follows is a contrast introduced by the prepositional complex except for. Building exception relations with verses expressing unavoidable aspects of processes like time and life would make the reader wonder how. The search for a logical answer would make them think deeply about the words that follow the prepositional complex. What follows is simply a description of the believers' way of life. This gives rise to the implicational inference that it is only the disbelieving man that is in a state of loss. This in turn gives the verse an illocutionary value in the sense that the verse will be understood as providing guidance to man on how to walk on the path of this mortal life in order to be resurrected to immortal life in Paradise. Many Muslims respond to such a verse by sacrificing this earthly life for the afterlife, or by adopting the behaviour described in the verse in question. This is how religious cultures develop.
Conclusions
This paper concerned itself with the complex nature of the cognitive operations involved in the construction of figurative language. It has been shown that such operations can have an effect on human thought and way of life (or culture), particularly when they involve different kinds of comparisons operating together; namely, comparison by resemblance and comparison by contrast. The examples used were selected from the Qur'an, the Holy Scripture of Muslims that shapes much of their thought and culture. The study was placed in the approach to metaphorical complexes provided by the Lexical Constructional Model. The approach proved to be a valuable tool for the purpose of the present study since it specifies the ways in which metaphors or metaphors and metonymies operate together, taking into account the inferences that arise at four linguistic levels: the argument-structure , implicational, illocutionary and discourse levels. The study also added to the elaboration of this approach by showing that discourse level inferences are not simply derived from cohesion and coherence phenomena, but also from contrasts that operate at the discourse level when comparisons among different scenarios are involved. Hence, studying figurative language from an LCM perspective can provide valuable insights into the construction, structure and effect of complex figures. Religious figures, such as the ones examined in this study, are worthy of investigation from such a perspective due to their complexity.
